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The following was submitted via nail on March 24, 2003.

March 24, 2003

Wat er Docket

Envi ronnental Protection Agency
EPA West, Room B102

1301 Constitution Ave. NW
Washi ngt on, DC 20460

Attn: Docket 1D No. OW2003-0013

Re: Information Coll ecti on Request (ICR) for Title IV of the Public
Heal th Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response Act of 2002

Dear Comment C erk:

The Associ ation of Metropolitan Water Agencies (AMM) appreciates the
opportunity to coment on the "Information Collection Request for Title IV
of the Public Health Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response
Act

of 2002; Drinking Water Security and Safety". As directors and managers of
the nation s largest drinking water systenms collectively serving over 110
mllion people, AMM nenbers are the first to be affected by the
requirenents in the ICR

AMM i s concerned about | anguage contained in the I CR docunent,
specifically

| anguage that states that EPA will conduct "conpliance reviews" of water
systenms’ vulnerability assessnents (VAs). The BioterrorismAct only
requires water systens to provide certification to the Adninistrator and
says nothing about a "conpliance review." AMM al so believes that the
bur den

assessnments for completing the emergency response plans are | ow,
particularly for large public water systens.

I f you have questions on the attached comrents, please do not hesitate to
contact nme or Erica Mchaels on AMM s staff at the number above or via
emai | at: nichael s@ma. net.

Si ncerely,

Di ane VanDe He
Executive Director

Cc: Cynthia Doughterty



Information Coll ection Request (ICR) for Title IV of the Public Health
Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response Act of 2002

March 24, 2003

| ntroducti on

The Associ ation of Metropolitan Water Agencies (AMM) appreciates the
opportunity to conmrent on EPA's ICR for the Bioterrorism Preparedness and
Response Act of 2002. AMM was formed in 1981 by the general nanagers of
the nation s largest drinking water suppliers to represent them before
Congress and federal agencies. Collectively, AMM nenber agenci es serve
over 110 mllion Anmericans.

Commrent s

1. On page 1 of the ICR, a sentence reads, "EPA will al so conduct
conpl i ance
reviews of submitted vulnerability assessnents.™

The Bioterrorism Act only requires water systenms provide certification to
the Adm nistrator and says not hing about a "conpliance review " This
sentence is vague, offers no explanation and is a cause of concern for
AMM,

In the previous paragraph, it states that EPAwill reviewthe itens
required

to be submtted by CABs, including certification of conmpletion of

vul nerability assessnments (VAs) and energency response plans and a copy of
the systenis VA, Certification to EPA that the VA includes all itens
outlined in the BioterrorismAct ("...a review of pipes and constructed
conveyances, physical barriers, water collection, pretreatment, treatnent,
storage and distribution facilities, electronic, conputer or other

aut onat ed

systens which are utilized by the public water system the use, storage or
handl i ng of various chem cals, and the operati on and mai ntenance of such
system) is all that is required by the law. EPA states on page 15 of the
ICRthat it will review "a statistically representative sanple of the
submtted VAs to ensure all these applicable requirenents are being nmet".
Agai n, the sentence referring to a conpliance review is not defined and is
a

cause for concern to AMM

2. On page 2 of the |ICR docunment, the average annual cost and burden CW5s
wi Il incur has been cal cul ated over a three-year period. AMM believes
this

is msleading in part because the ICRtinefrane will only |last two years
for

all COW5 systens (with the certification that CASs prepared or revised an
ERP

12/31/2003). Furthernore, all |arge systens (systems serving nore than
100, 000 persons) will incur all of their costs in |l ess than 18 nobnths,
gi ven

the deadline to request financial grants from EPA was April 2002, the
deadl i ne for submission of VAs is March 31, 2003 and the deadline for
certifying the conpletion or revision of ERPs is Septenber 30, 2003.

Exhibit B.4 in the ICRillustrates this discrepancy by having no

i nformation

in any of the columms marked "2005". Additionally, the colums "CWs
Capi t al

Cost by Year" have not been cal cul ated, these colums are bl ank



For exanple, the total |abor burden estinmated for all CWes is 7,957,175
hours, and $469, 374, 462. Aver agi ng these costs over two years instead of
three would result in an annual burden of one and a half tines the average
reported (3,978,587 hours and $234, 687, 231, respectively).

3. According to the estimates of Exhibit B.4, large systems will incur a
burden of 1,984,454 hours and $117,728,547 in 2003 for conpleting their
VAs.

EPA al so estinates |large systems will incur a total burden of 53,267 hours
and $3, 136,083 to conplete or revise their ERPs. This expense will occur
only in 2003 since the deadline to conplete the VAs and ERPs for |arge
systens is March 31 and Septenber 30, 2003, respectively. AMM agrees that
the estimtes for developing and certifying the VAs is reasonabl e, however
AMM believes EPA's estimates of the cost of an ERP is | ow

4. On page 12 of the report, EPA estimates that |arge systens will spend
120 hours at a labor rate of $58.88 to revise their ERP, for a total of
$7065. AMM believes this estimate is | ow because many systens nost |ikely

will have to extensively revise or add to their ERP to address a potenti al
terrorist attack, when in the past this was likely not a conponent of the
ERP. Further, many |arge systens will be hiring consultants to assist them

with their VAs and ERPs at additional expense.

For exanple, AMM knows of one large utility serving 1.3 mllion people

t hat

is estimating it will take 400 hours to revise their ERP. At a cost of
$58.88/ hr, the total cost for the ERP would be $23,552. |n addition, the
utility expects to spend approxinmately $49,000 in consultant fees for a
total ERP cost of $72,552, a figure 10 tinmes EPA s cal cul ati on of $7065.

In addition, some systenms may not have had an ERP at all and devel opi ng one
will take considerable tinme. EPA has estinated that the tinme required for
systens to devel op a new ERP is 255 hours; AMM believes this nunber is

al so

too | ow.

5. The reviewtine to provide conments to EPA on this ICR was, in AMM s
opi nion, too short. Additional tinme would have allowed us to consult with
nore of our nmenbers for additional input. Wth a | onger conment period,
AMM woul d have been able to consult with our nmenbers to obtain nore
exanpl es of costs and burdens incurred.



